Constables, along with churchwardens, overseers of the poor and other local officers, were the front line of the English state in this period. This means, as Michael Braddick puts it, that 'the role of local officeholders is crucial to an understanding of the early modern English state', and historians have unearthed a great deal of information about who held office and what they did. 4 By the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it is generally agreed, a system in which officers functioned as bottom-up representatives of their communities had been largely displaced by one in which they acted as top-down agents of the state, governing and policing neighbours from whom they were increasingly a class apart. The growing social exclusiveness of officeholding and its implications for the way in which they carried out their duties has been described in detail. 5 Less attention has been paid to sexual exclusiveness -almost everyone who held office was a man -and what impact this may have had on interactions between England's governors and governed. 6 Historians of masculinity have produced detailed accounts, covering the late medieval period to the eighteenth century, of the ways in which men in power were expected to behave to legitimate that power. The image of self-controlled and benevolent patriarchy had to be sustained. 7 But we know much less about the gendered encounters between these men and those they dealt with in their official capacities. 8 When officers stopped people and searched them, the contact between two bodies was a product of official and masculine authority. A study of this practice therefore serves as a mechanism for bringing together the analytical categories of gender and the state; gender shaped the operation of state power and the state played a key role in gender relations. 9 The association between maleness and formal authority has been so long entrenched that it can sometimes seem ahistorical but, as we shall see, the exact nature of that association was dependent on particular chronological and geographical circumstances. Jane Blair was stopped, searched and eventually hanged in a time and place which saw many such encounters between male agents of the state and female suspects.
This essay draws comparisons between stop and search in London and in Kent, which had different patterns of law enforcement and gender relations in this period. Evidence comes from the records of Kentish Quarter Sessions and those of the Old Bailey. It is scattered and fragmentary, making it impossible to carry out the kind of quantitative analysis used by those who study stop and search in a twenty-first century context. We cannot prove by numbers that officers discriminated by class, gender or a combination of the two, as they have done more recently by race. 10 With few exceptions, the searches which left some record were those in which something was found; they were mentioned in court by witnesses, plaintiffs, defendants and officers when they produced evidence that was crucial to the case. This means we cannot know how many stops and searches yielded no result or, by extension, how common the experience was. The surviving documentation is more responsive to a qualitative approach. Close analysis of individual cases allows for a reconstruction of three major features of stop and search in this period. First, without explicit guidance from legislation, officers -especially London officers in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries -used their discretion to target women they perceived as disorderly. Second, the line between official and unofficial searches was clearer in London than in Kent, and this contributed to the greater gendering of stop and search in the capital. Finally, the process of searching could be extremely physically invasive, particularly for women. From the first moment of suspicion to the end of the search, agents of the state thought, and then touched, as men.
SUSPICION AND DISCRETION
When stop and search first came to the attention of activists, journalists and academics in the 1970s and 1980s, police officers were operating under what was known as 'sus law'. This referred to the provisions of the 1824 Vagrancy Act, which allowed them to stop, search and arrest 'every suspected person' who was found in 'any place of public resort, or any avenue leading thereto, or any street, or any highway or any place adjacent to a street or highway; with intent to commit an arrestable offence' on the grounds that they 'shall be deemed a rogue and vagabond'. Also in force at the time was the Metropolitan Police Act of 1839, which stipulated that constables could 'stop, search, and detain. . .any person who may be reasonably suspected of having or conveying in any manner anything stolen or unlawfully obtained'.
11 These two pieces of nineteenth-century legislation gave police wide discretionary powers to stop and search anyone they deemed 'suspicious'. This led to consistent discrimination as officers targeted those people who they felt posed the greatest threat to order -typically young black men. 12 Recent histories of early modern English law have generally seen discretion as a solution rather than a problem. It allowed for the selective moderation of draconian statutes at every level, from royal pardons to the deliberations of local JPs to the decision of a constable not to prosecute his neighbour. 13 Stop and search does not fit easily into this framework. A more useful point of reference is the older historiography in which discretion was seen as a way for elites to maintain their hegemony through the selective use of punishment and mercy; seventeenth and eighteenth-century law enforcement officers used stop and search selectively to maintain their control of the streets.
14 They were able to do this because before 1824 it had no statutory foundation whatsoever. Earlier legislation implied that searches were taking place but made no explicit reference to them. For example, an Act of 1783 expanded the category of 'rogue and vagabond' to include any person or persons. . .apprehended having upon him, her, or them, any picklock key, crow, jack, bit, or other implement, with an intent feloniously to break and enter into any dwelling-house, warehouse, coach-house, stable, or outhouse; or shall have upon him, her, or them, any pistol, hanger, cutlass, bludgeon, or other offensive weapon, with intent feloniously to assault any person or persons.
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Throughout the sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries vagrancy statutes did refer to 'searches' which officers ought to make, but these were searches for any vagrants who might be found within their jurisdictions, not searches of vagrants who had already been caught. 16 Other relevant areas of legislation were similarly silent on searches. Under the medieval 'nightwalker statutes', which were still in force in this period, urban constables and watchmen had the power to arrest anyone out after dark who they deemed suspicious and hold them overnight until they could be brought before a magistrate in the morning. There was no mention of what might happen to the detained person between arrest and hearing, let alone any explicit discussion of searches.
17 Many searches were carried out by officers looking for evidence of crime, especially felonies like theft. The pursuit of felons was a common-law power, related to a constable's duty to keep the peace, but none of the many legal commentators of the period had anything to say about searches. 18 The absence of a legal framework for stop and search was related to the absence of a legal framework for policing sex work before the nineteenth century. London magistrate John Fielding complained to a House of Commons committee in 1770 of 'the great difficulty, as the law now stands, to punish those offenders, they being, as common prostitutes, scarce, if at all, within the description of any Statute now in being'. 19 This did not stop women being arrested for selling -or being suspected of selling -sex. Without explicit legislation, the problem of sorting a single woman on a legitimate errand from a soliciting sex worker was left to the discretion of constables and watchmen. This was especially difficult because, in this period as in many others, there was no obviously defined group or subculture associated with sex work; it was simply one of a fairly limited range of options for casual female employment. 20 As a result, the formation of suspicions in officers' minds played a key role in determining who was prosecuted and who walked free.
On 2 March 1704, Mary Taylor, a milliner's wife from Bath, was in London staying with friends. At about 8p.m., she went for a walk by the theatre in Covent Garden. At some point, a man began to follow her. She broke into a run; he pursued her. In desperation, she turned into the shop of Margaret and John Langley, a young couple who made mirrors. John later told a clerk of London's ecclesiastical court that Taylor wanted him 'to lett her continue there in order to rescue her from a Fellow who came after & whom she thought would use rudeness to her'. Immediately after this Thomas Row, the local constable, burst into the shop, 'pulled out a Constable staff and demanded her the said Mary Taylor to come out of this Dep[onen] Row's declaration that Taylor 'was a Whore & an Irish Whore' got him sued for defamation when it emerged that she was a married woman from Somerset with respectable friends who could vouch for her, which is why the case landed in an ecclesiastical court. 21 Witnesses on his behalf maintained that he had been justified in making such a supposition because 'the lewd women who walke late in the night about the Play house & Covent Garden when they have any notice of the near approaches of the Constables fly & run away & shelter themselves in any shops or houses'. 22 Mary Taylor had inadvertently replicated this suspect behaviour. She was a woman walking alone in the wrong place at the wrong time who, when she noticed a man following her, made the wrong move.
Taylor was held in the watch house for less than half an hour and there is no indication she was searched. Witnesses on behalf of Row were keen to point out that 'she was used civilly & well' during her brief detention. But her case is instructive; Thomas Row's suspicions were based on similar grounds to many of those constables who carried out stops and searches. London was a city governed by men who believed that they, not women, were the legitimate users of public space, and that women who roamed outside the confines of the patriarchal household without male chaperones were a menace to community well-being. 23 Conflicts over access to public space may have escalated in the latter part of the early modern period. From the 1640s until the end of the eighteenth century, far more women than men were prosecuted for night-walking and vagrancy in the capital. This was not true elsewhere in the country, where men continued to make up a majority of those accused of both offences. The divergence may have been related to a general intensification of London's night life from mid seventeenth century, and the movement for a reformation of popular morals that followed. 24 As we shall see in the next section, the searching of suspect bodies, insofar as it is possible to trace, followed similar geographical patterns.
Clear evidence of what prompted an officer's suspicions is rare. In several cases, constables insisted on searching people when they caught sight of a particular object. Andrew Gibson stopped three men he met on Drury Lane at 3 a.m. one Sunday in 1680 and asked 'whither they were agoeing'. One answered 'they were goeing to the sellar to drink a Pott of Ale', but Gibson saw that Robert Baker was holding what looked like an account book and ordered all three to be seized -searches revealed that each of the three men was hiding a shop-book from a house they had burgled. On other occasions, the tell-tale item might be a plate or a box full of loose tobacco, but in all cases where suspicions were grounded in the presence of particular objects, the suspect was male. One man was stopped by a constable who 'having a suspition of him, (being out so late) he searcht his Pockets', but in most cases, officers investigated men who appeared to be carrying potentially stolen goods; their suspicions were based on clearly definable evidence. 25 The same cannot be said for searches of women. Some were stopped because officers knew them and considered them of dubious reputation. Asked to explain why he and his assistants had arrested Ann Dickins in 1709, a Westminster constable told judge and jury 'We knew her to be a very common Woman of the Town, and in a common plying Place for such People, therefore we took her up'. The 'common plying Place' was near Covent Garden playhouse, where Mary Taylor had aroused Thomas Row's suspicions a few years earlier. But the judge in this case was Lord Chief Justice Holt (Dickins's apprehension was linked to a high-profile murder) who, strikingly, challenged the constable's grounds for suspicion: 'why does this Man meddle with this Woman, when she was walking about civilly? What! must not a Woman, tho' she be lewd, have liberty to walk quietly about the Streets?' His damning interpretation of the constable's actions gradually became a declaration of rights under the common law:
These Men think they do things so meritorious in taking up light Women; why, a light Woman hath a right of Liberty as well as another to walk about the Streets. The Life of a Man, and the Liberty of the Subject, is a tender thing.
This speech is remarkable for its atypicality; London's constables and watchmen routinely acted according to suspicions and discretionary judgements which bluntly violated Holt's 'right of Liberty'. In his closing statement, the Chief Justice told the jury that Dickins 'had done nothing amiss at all to intitle him to take her up. What tho' she had been lewd, she might reform: They do not prove she was doing any unlawful Action'. The standard of suspicion suggested here -that there should be evidence of some 'unlawful Action' -was not one generally adhered to either before or after this trial. 26 Officers frequently decided to search women whom they knew nothing about and made no claims about the context in which they were apprehended. As described above, Jane Blair was stopped by a constable who, without any obvious cause, 'mistrusting her, searched her, and found the false Key about her'. One night in 1717, Mary Hall was stopped by a London watchman who, again without any clear reason, asked what she had in her apron. Mary 'told him things for the Christening of her Sisters Child; but he finding them to be no such things, carried her to the Constable'. The search, elided into the phrase 'finding them to be no such things', appears to have been provoked simply by suspicion of a woman walking alone at night. Three years earlier, Lydia Cane and Margaret Wade had learnt that even in pairs, mobile women could be automatically suspicious to officers. During their trial for burglary at the Old Bailey, 'A Constable depos'd, That taking up the Prisoners and the Witness' -Sarah Barnet, an accomplice who later turned queen's evidence -'as suspicious Persons, he found a Bunch of Picklock keys in Cane's Pocket'. 27 He did not say what made Cane, Wade and Barnet 'suspicious Persons', but it seems likely that they were, like Mary Taylor, Ann Dickins and innumerable others, people of the wrong sex in the wrong place at the wrong time.
OFFICIAL AND UNOFFICIAL SEARCHES Searching people's clothes and bodies was a widespread practice in this period, but a highly stratified one. In general, searchers and searched came from very different sections of the population. Young women were probably the most common targets: while constables and watchmen searched them for stolen goods and the tools of burglary, various other people -many of them women -poked, pricked and probed them for signs of pregnancy. At an official level, juries of matrons studied the bodies of convicts who tried to postpone their executions by pleading the belly. Midwives searched for physical evidence of sexual crimes like rape or giving birth in secret. Similar searches were carried out by mistresses on their servants and married women on the young and unmarried. 28 Older women were less likely to be subjected to searches, unless they were suspected of witchcraft, in which case they could expect to be examined for 'teats' on which a diabolical familiar might suck and other physical indicators of malevolent magic. Even in this situation, however, they may have retained more bodily autonomy than younger women. When, in 1664, a group of women were sent by a justice of the peace to search the body of Rose Cullender, a suspected witch in Bury St Edmonds, 'they did acquaint her with what they were come about, and asked whether she was contented that they should search her? she did not oppose it, whereupon they began at her Head, and so stript her naked'. The right to consent, if it existed at all for younger women, was more likely to be held by their superiors than themselves: one mistress declared 'Let's see who dare be so bold as to view my maid's breasts without my consent'. 29 Subordinate men were also, though far less systematically, liable to be searched by those with power over them. In 1653, an apprentice apothecary called Thomas Beane was searched by his master when he refused to give up the key to his own trunk; the man 'layd hands on him & would have taken the key out of his pockett' if he had not run out of the house. 30 During the civil wars, men who encountered soldiers on the road might be 'searched for letters' containing intelligence about military movements, 31 while throughout the eighteenth century everyone who worked in the royal dockyard at Chatham was subjected to searches by the yard's watchmen and customs officers to ensure they were not stealing materials from the crown. 32 Similarly, enemies of the state, regardless of sex, lacked any protections against intrusive searching. This practice had a long history, stretching back at least as far as 1582, when the Jesuit Robert Parsons complained that Elizabethan officers 'ryfle the bosoms' of Catholic women to reveal 'ther verie innermost garments'. By the mid seventeenth century, religious and political divisions brought searches to the highest social level. As tensions grew between crown and parliament in 1640, according to William Prynne, 'Some Members of both Houses, had their Studies and Cabinets, yea their Pockets searched'. This was done, Harbottle Grimston later said, 'as if they had been Felons and Traitors'. It was such a violation of the norms that linked being searched to people of low status that they claimed it was 'contrary to the Law, and the Subjects Liberty'. 33 More prosaically, when Benjamin Wrentmore travelled with his possibly Jacobite brother John from Wye to Ashford in 1690, they were stopped by a 'Sarjeant Sheepwash' and he 'was seized & secured being the brother of the afores[ai]d Mr John Wrentmore upon which Seazure [he] was twice Searched'. 34 Given the range of contexts in which a person might be searched, it is no surprise that the line between official and unofficial searches was often unclear. In cases of illicit pregnancy, for example, official searches by midwives often followed unofficial ones by mistresses and neighbours, and these were not necessarily different sets of people. Women summoned to carry out searches by magistrates could be anyone from the servant of a Justice of the Peace to 'two. . .grave Matrons, brought in by the Officer out of the streete, passing there by chance'. 35 Searches on a hunch of the kind described above and searches for particular stolen goods present a mixed picture. In London, the evidence points in the direction of something like an official monopoly on this kind of searching. In Kent, by contrast, there are clear indications of widespread unofficial involvement.
As many historians have pointed out, victims of theft in seventeenth and eighteenth-century England had a range of options when attempting to recover their goods. They might call a constable, but they might also settle on a suspect and pursue the person themselves, or hire the services of a thieftaker, a 'broker between the world of authority and crime' whose knowledge of criminal networks might help to trace the stolen items. 36 Once a suspect was caught, they or the house they were found in would generally be searched by whoever had done the chasing. 37 Surviving records do not always make it clear who this was. For example, in 1726 John Stace of Flitching (Sussex) confessed to Kentish judges that he had stolen a 'coller'd Handkerchief, which was found upon him when he was taken up at Pemberrey'. How he was searched and who by remains a mystery. This is far from unusual; the passive voice of most legal documents conceals many a probing hand. Innumerable stolen objects 'were found in the custody of' suspects or 'found upon' them when they 'were taken up' or 'apprehended'. 38 More detailed evidence often comes from the victims themselves. One Saturday in December 1748, Mistress Honey of the Five Bells alehouse in West Malling (Kent) noticed that two of her stockings were missing. Her husband John suspected John Humphrey, a weaver who had been drinking in their house that day and left without paying his bill. At Quarter Sessions held in Maidstone, John Honey told the county justices that 'upon his pursuing the said John Humphrey to the Battalons Head [another alehouse] at Merreworth and searching of Him He found the two stockings which were missing out of His House in the Custody of the said John Humphrey'. Elsewhere in early eighteenth-century Kent, thieves were pursued, caught and searched by victims, their family members, servants and friends without any officers being involved. 39 In most of these cases it was fairly obvious who the perpetrator was, but occasionally unofficial searches operated on the principles of suspicion, outlined above, which were followed by London's constables and watchmen. Dallas claimed the boots were stolen and that he knew who they belonged to, so the two men 'laid hold of the said John Thomas', took him to an alehouse and ultimately brought their accusations before Quarter Sessions. 40 Small towns and villages had no curfews, so when Kentish constables (usually referred to as 'borsholders') carried out searches, this was mostly the result of a call from the victim, not an encounter in the dark with suspicious nightwalkers. In 1743, John Childs, borsholder of Horton Kirby, arrested and searched John Brock for a stolen cockerel only after a maidservant in the house it was stolen from told him she 'had a Suspition' that he was involved in its disappearance. Similarly, in Easingwold (Yorkshire) a century earlier, a constable only searched a suspected thief when the victim 'intreated the Constable to search him'. 41 In the metropolis, the balance between official and unofficial searches was reversed. As well as the stops and searches they performed while patrolling the streets at night, London constables were repeatedly called by witnesses to and victims of theft, who seem to have been less confident than their Kentish counterparts about searching suspects for themselves. One man called a constable in 1741 to search his own apprentice, something which -as shown above -other masters took as their prerogative, and in one case even a JP summoned a constable to search a suspect rather than proceed under his own authority. 42 In 1738, in a rare instance of searching by unofficial Londoners, a gentleman had two of his servants take hold of a suspected thief in the presence of a pair of constables. 'We were determined to search him', he told the Old Bailey judges, but not before one of them 'went to enquire whether we could answer so doing'. 43 On this evidence, searching as a form of legal self-help was far less acceptable in the city than in the country.
Not everyone was content with this: a man who claimed Mary Sample had stolen a watch out of his pocket on an autumn night in 1726 testified that he 'called a Constable and delivered her over to his Care, but had not Sense to search her my self, but left it all to him, for he told me that he'd wheedle her out of it before Day-light, but I never got it again'. Exactly how the constable planned to 'wheedle' the watch out of her is unclear, but some kind of search seems likely. If so, it would not have been the first time a man touched Sample against her will that night. In her own statement to the court, she described the encounter with her accuser in very different terms:
My eyes were dazzled just as I came under a Lamp, and so I ran against the Prosecutor; he took hold of me and said he would go with me, or I should go with him; but I refusing both, he began to call me Bitch, and swore I had stoln his Watch.
The jury believed her and Sample was acquitted, but her case is typical of many in which women were accosted by men, turned them away, then found themselves accused of pickpocketing, searched by officers and sometimes set on the path to execution. Samuel Bonamy charged two women with pickpocketing in 1735 after, as one of them put it, 'he was in Carnal Copulation with Nan Taylor, and because he could not do it according to his mind, he swore he would be revenged upon us'. A woman who found herself the object of one man's sexual frustration might be shunted quickly from his hands into those of the constable and watch. When, in 1718, Mary Betts resisted Samuel Abthorp's attempts, first to rape her, then to have her 'Flog' him with feathers and a whipcord, 'he tax'd her with picking his Pocket'. A constable was called, who searched Betts and 'found Guineas in her Bosom. . .a Guinea and an half more in her Pocket, and 2 more in her right Stocking'. Her husband appeared in court to say that this was money he had given her, as did the man who had paid it to him in the first place, but neither saved her from hanging. 44 These lethal accusations of pickpocketing contributed to a highly gendered practice of stop and search in London, created by the structure of vagrancy and night-walking prosecutions after the mid seventeenth century and the tendency among the capital's officers to treat almost all women who walked after dark as suspicious. In Kent, where searching was generally a mechanism for restoring stolen goods to their owners by unofficial means, relatively few women were targeted. 45 There was also a reasonable chance that the person doing the searching would be female. In some cases a woman searched a man, as happened in 1740 when Jane Ward pursued Richard Trossell and 'found upon him two Dowlas shirts' which he had stolen out of her hedge earlier that day, 'one on his back the other in his bosam'. 46 In London, by contrast, searching bodies was a male monopoly. All of the metropolitan officers involved in searches were men. Historians have found small numbers of women serving as constables and in other official roles across early modern England, but none held office in London. 47 The most plausible explanation for this is that women were only chosen to perform official duties in small rural settlements where there was a shortage of the right sort of men -middle-aged, middling sort heads of household. An abundance of such people meant this situation simply did not arise in the capital. It may also be relevant that by the later seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries policing in London was considerably more professional than elsewhere in the country: constables and watchmen tended to be paid and serve for multiple years consecutively, while elsewhere an older tradition of short-term, unpaid amateur service persisted. 48 Because all officers were men, and almost all searches were performed by officers, stop and search was something done by men to other men, or by men to women. As a result, searches in London were embodied experiences of gendered subordination. THE NATURE OF A SEARCH Official searches were physical manifestations of the state's authority over people suspected of crime. As such, the form they took reveals something about the nature of that authority. This was a period in which ideas of bodily privacy were limited; boundaries were routinely violated or simply non-existent, bodies -especially female bodies -were porous, leaky and exposed. 49 It is therefore no surprise that agents of the state appear to have been given free rein to search people however they wished. Reconstructing exactly how searches were carried out is not straightforward. In the absence of explicit legislation, there was no standard method against which to measure practice and no handbook writer provided officers with any guidance on the subject. A rough outline of common practice can be drawn by tracing exactly where objects were found on a suspect's person. For example, on those who were searched by officers as they left the royal dockyards at Chatham, stolen goods were found concealed in baskets, pockets, armpits and trousers, suggesting at least a thorough pat-down of outer clothes. 50 Unofficial Kentish searches follow a similar pattern: items discovered in bundles and sacks point to simple bag searches, while those found in pockets and bosoms imply something more intrusive.
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In London, objects were also found in boxes and aprons, pockets and bosoms, hinting at similar kinds of searches. 52 But these cases were not representative of the full range of methods used by officers in the capital. Here, officials exercised an invasive and sometimes violent authority over suspects' bodies. Men's breeches were a frequent, more intimate target, down to their waistbands and inner lining. In the course of a search in 1733, a beadle 'took down the Prisoner's Breeches' to reveal a substantial amount of stolen wool (the suspect pleaded, unsuccessfully, that he 'had no Design to steal the Wool, upon my Word, for I am old and cold, and put it into my Breeches only because it was warm and comfortable'.) Still more invasively, the search of another male suspect revealed 'one Handkerchief in his Pocket, and twenty three in his Codpiece'. 53 The prospect of this kind of intimate physical encounter was enough to make some men hand over the goods. During the 1723 Old Bailey trial of a man accused of stealing metal seals, The Constable depos'd, That he took the Prisoner to an Alehouse, into a private Room, and charg'd him with the Seals, but he deny'd them; but after he had told him, He would search him, he pull'd them out of his Pocket, and delivered them to him.
In another, later case, a witness recalled that when the constable 'talked of searching him, the Prisoner put his hand out and put a watch upon the shelf', then confessed to his crime, effectively signing his own death warrant. 54 No Kentish case suggests that searches there inspired anything like this level of fear. A case from east Yorkshire during the civil wars does offer a comparable example, albeit in a period of exceptional tension. One night in 1647, William Morfit was stopped on the road near Pocklington by night watchmen who asked 'what was in his knapsacke'. He told them it contained money for the market he was going to, but one of the men 'tooke hold of the knapsack' anyway. Morfit, alarmed, told them 'rather than he would be hurt by the pulling it of[f], he would helpe of[f] w[i]th it himselfe'. 55 Morfit's experience, and that of the male Londoners who were searched over the course of the following century, was one of unpleasant, potentially violent official intervention. But city women were treated far worse. In a society that treated female bodies as dangerous, unruly and in need of constant monitoring, it is hardly surprising that officers had few qualms about extremely intrusive searching. 56 One officer seems to have recognized the potential for abuse when he was summoned by a man who claimed Ann Lucas had picked his pocket: he only 'search'd her as far as Decency would permit'. Some of his colleagues, however, thought they were engaged in an escalating battle with women who hid stolen items in ever-more inaccessible parts of their bodies. 'These Creatures very often hide Things in their Stockings', declared a beadle as he pulled off a suspect's shoes and garters. 57 Undoubtedly, some women did resort to intimate hiding places. Jane Wilkinson was detained overnight by a constable in 1725 without any evidence emerging of her alleged theft. After a hearing the following morning, however, she apparently 'confess'd that she had the Guineas in her Mouth all the time that she was in the Watch house'. This seems to have been a fairly common strategy. A year later, when a constable was called to search Sarah Satterfield, 'he found the Money in her Mouth'. Another case gives a vivid impression of how such discoveries were actually made: 'The Constable depos'd, that the Watchman putting his Finger in her Mouth, she bit a piece of it off; but squeezing her hard by the Throat, forced 5s. 6d. out of her Mouth'. 58 Brutal and invasive searching may have been a response to the use of intimate hiding places or, just as plausible, it may have caused women to resort to them. For example, when Mary Pearse and Sarah Cook were arrested for theft by a constable in 1717, he began to search Cook, who promptly 'convey'd the Holland [cloth] to Mary Pearse, who endeavour'd to put it under her Coats and conceal it between her Legs, but was not Mistress of Dexterity enough to do it unperceiv'd'. Another constable found a watch which a woman 'had put into her ***', but did not describe the search itself. Frances Slade, who hid stolen money 'in her Privy Parts (but she made use of the plain Name)' was so unwilling to be searched there that she told the watch she was not as she ought to be, and not fit to be search'd, but if they would let her alone she would search her self, they did permit her, then she stoop'd down, and putting her Hand under her Coats, a Guinea dropped on the Ground, afterwards half a Guinea, and then another Guinea.
The constable was not convinced -he thought 'she did put the rest further up' -but did not press for any further search. 59 If there was a limit to how far officers were willing to go in searching women, this may have been it.
On the other hand, many constables were perfectly happy to strip women of their clothes; searching could involve extensive contact between an officer's hand and a person's exposed skin. The officer who searched Isabel Williams was blunt: 'I stript her at the Round-House, and search'd her in every Place'. He found money in her pockets, bosom and stockings. Others were 'stripp'd' or 'stripp'd and search'd' with varying results. The only hint of any uncertainty about the propriety of this practice is the need one constable felt to emphasize consent: Ann Cragg had 'readily stripp'd off her Cloaths to her Shift'. As this example indicates, 'stripping' did not necessarily mean the removal of all clothes, though several cases show exactly that. Barbary Hewsly told the Old Bailey that when she and Mary Jones were taken to the constable's house in December 1732 'he stript us stark naked, and found nothing about us but what was our own'. The man who prosecuted them claimed Hewsly 'was searched slightly, but not stript stark naked', again suggesting the existence of a line it would be indecent to cross, though Jones corroborated Hewsly's account, claiming 'he search'd me from Top to Toe, and found nothing'. 60 It is clear that at least some officers saw strip searches as a standard tool for policing London's women: there is no record of any man being stripped in this way. For example, at about 1a.m. a few days before Christmas 1744, Martha Stracey was brought to the watch house of St Martin's in the Fields accused of theft. As the constable, William Dunn, later explained to a judge, 'I searched her, took 2s. and some half pence out of her pocket; I said to [Thomas] Ind search her behind and before (I ask pardon, my Lord) he has got a pretty good hand at searching'. Ind was not an officer, but apparently some kind of searching specialist attached to the local house of correction. A beadle was called to hold up a candle and Ind, in his own words, pulled off her stockings, searched all her clothes, and found 2s. 4d. and a bag of tobacco; then I searched her arm pits, and every where that I could, but could not find the guinea; then I said, D-n you open your mouth; she opened it, and turned out her tongue double; I put my finger into her mouth, and brought the guinea out: she said something afterwards in a vulgar manner, but I could not tell what it was.
The hand in the armpit, the finger in the mouth and the 'vulgar' response could each stand as emblems for a gendered culture of official searching whose forceful intrusiveness was matched by the resentment and resistance it met with. 61 Officers used the threat of searches to intimidate women just as they did with men, because confessions were more forthcoming after a constable 'threaten'd to have her stript and searched', told a woman 'she must undo her things, for I must search her', or 'untied two of her Petticoats, and I told her I would search her to her Smock, if she would not confess'. The target of this last threat was Ann Bradford, who had refused to be taken into the roundhouse to be searched and 'said she had something to do that was not proper to be done before Men'. The constable 'told her I would not suffer her to do it till she was searched. She was very unwilling to have her Gown pulled off. I found she was guilty by her Looks'. In the end, the threat produced the desired result -a handful of stolen guineas -but Bradford's case is one of several in which London women attempted to avoid being searched by official men. 62 Resistance was born of an intense awareness of the gendered dynamic of searches. As Mary Clark, a suspected pickpocket, reportedly put it, 'she'd let any Woman search her, but no Man'. In Clark's case, refusal worked surprisingly well; in the custody of a reluctant constable 'she was not search'd at all' and, not coincidentally, was later acquitted. Susanna Hutchins, also accused of pickpocketing, was less fortunate. She refused to be searched by the constable, who then ordered two watchmen escort her to a justice of the peace where she refused again. 'The Justice bidding him to search her by Violence, if she would not permit him by fair Means; he attempting it, she pull'd out a clasp'd Knife, threatning to stick him if he did attempt it.' At this point the Justice decided to try something different and ordered the constable 'to get some Women to search her'. This seems to have worked, uncovering a bag and some money which the prosecutor claimed Hutchins had stolen -enough evidence to have her found guilty and executed. 63 Women were occasionally called in to search female suspects on an ad hoc basis until the late nineteenth century, when police matrons were employed to do the job. Before then, the maleness of London officialdom meant that Hutchins's case was exceptional; usually, female bodies were subjected to searches by men. 64 THE TOUCH OF THE STATE English society in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was in many ways governed by touch -prodding, grasping or violent. Domestic authority was upheld by heads of household who, according to law and custom, had the right to both search and physically chastise their subordinates. State authority was no different. Whippings, brandings and spectacular executions were complemented by more routine physical encounters between subjects and agents of the state. 65 As in Jane Blair's case, the probing hand of a searching constable could lead swiftly to the grip of the hangman's noose. This physicality of authority -bodies policing and punishing other bodiesbetrays the gendered nature of state power. When officers came into (literal) contact with female suspects it mattered that they were men. Geographical variation -often neglected by historians of gender relations in this period 66 -led to different patterns of contact; women in London were subjected to more routine and invasive searches on flimsier grounds than those in Kent. Stop and search offers a prime example of the impact of all-male policing on women's lives in the capital. Metropolitan male officers exercised power over women's bodies in ways that differed sharply from official encounters with men. Their suspicions, which were given free rein by the discretionary power of office, were shaped by patriarchal ideas about women in public space. Their habits of searching, also unregulated, were facilitated by a lack of clear boundaries or protections around the female body. The physical experience of state power was a gendered one; when the state touched, it did so with a man's hand.
The story of how this tool of gendered power became a racialized one remains to be told. Without further research, it is only possible to highlight a few points of chronological and legal intersection. The involvement of some black women in sex work in early modern London makes it likely that gender and race were overlapping categories of discrimination in at least some instances of stop and search. More generally, the logic of advertisements about runaway slaves published in seventeenth and eighteenth-century newspapers required that some -almost certainly whitepeople apprehend any black person matching often vague descriptions ('pretty tall and slender, his Hair cut short') to claim a reward. 67 Direct evidence for race-based stops can be found by the late eighteenth century: in 1771, in the aftermath of a widely reported murder by a Jewish 'gang' in Chelsea, Jews who had no connection to the case were arrested as 'suspicious' persons as far away as Truro. 68 In legislative terms, the clearest link between gendered and racialized stop and search is the 1824 Vagrancy Act. Alongside the notorious provisions which formed the basis of 'sus law', section 3 explicitly targeted 'Common Prostitutes'. The Act was still being used for this purpose in the early twentieth century, when feminists campaigned for reform of the laws on soliciting in the street. Like activists and academics who oppose stop and search in the twenty-first century, they pointed out that such an aggressive policing strategy tended to criminalize people rather than reduce crime. In the words of a recent study, stop and search is, as it long has been, 'a power directed disproportionately towards people from marginal and excluded social groups, and which serves only to deepen their marginality'.
69
Jonah Miller is a PhD student in the History department at King's College, London. He is working on a study of local officeholding in England, 1660-1750, with a particular focus on class and gender. This article presents the first results of a larger project on encounters with policing in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
NOTES AND REFERENCES
The author wishes to thank Laura Gowing, Charlie Taverner and the editors of HWJ for their comments on earlier drafts, and the London Arts & Humanities Partnership for their support.
1 
